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REMABKS/ARGUMEN 



Reconsideration of this appllcat 



I. THE 35 U.S.C. 6112. SECOND 



on is requested. 



PARAGRAPH. 



format 
liours 



Claims 4, 5 and 11 stand reject^ 
point out and distinctly claim tt^e subject 
invention. In particular, the Action 
the number "150" in claim 4 and, in 
Claim 1 1 stands rejected as in "use" 

The units of the Pent test are 
application). This has been added 

Polydispersity in claim 5 refers 
specification at page 3, line 25. 

With regard to daim 1 1 , this 
new matter is entered. 

Withdrawal of the formal 
respectfully requested. 



notes that the unit o 



claim 



aftor 



II. THE PRIOR ART REJECTION 5 



) (Bergmeister). 



Claims 1>11 stand rejected und 
over Bergmeister et al. (US 6,174,981 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as allegedly u 
(McDaniel). ITie obviousness rejectio|i3 are respectfu 



s 



Claims 1-11 are In the case. 



REJECTION 



as allegedly indefinite for failing to particularly 
matter which 4pplicant regards as the 

Pent test value is missing after 
5, the term ptblydlspersity index is not defined. 
The rejecjtion is respectfully traversed, 
(see Table i at page 8 of the present 
"150" in claim 4. 



:o Mz/Mn. This I s clear from the originally filed 



cla,im has been reworded as a process claim. No 



rejectii>n is now believed to be in order. Such action is 



sr 35 U.S.C. 10$(a) as allegedly unpatentable 



Claims 1-11 are rejected under 



npater table over McDaniel et al. (US 6,525,148) 



ly traversed. 
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In response to the obviousness 
those rejections, claim 1 has been 
for this amendment appears in the 
bridging pages 2 and 3. No new matter 

In both of the cited patents, the 
chromlum/alkyiboron catalyst system, 
Table 1 of Bergmeister and Table iV oi 
be expected to exhibit very similar 
Bergmeister, where In the penultimate 
given. The values of etaO.I/etal 00 
preferred (see claim 9) that the values 

According to the Cox^Merx law. 
can be considered to be equivalent to 
requires an etal/etalOO ratio of 13-20 
eta0.1/eta100 is well-known to person^ 
ratio of less than 20 is equivalent to ar 

Based on the ^o/^ ratio as now 
etaO.l/etalOO ratio disclosed in Table 
cited documents discloses or suggest: i 

in addition, the present inventlo|i 
the polymers, in order to prevent wall 
application). Thus, the M</f^2 
the two cited patents is concerned 



rhe<|>logy. Rheology 
column of Table 



with 



rejections, and v/lthout conceding to any merit I 
amended to recite "a [lo/^a ratio of 13 to 20". Basis 
app|lication as originjally filed in the paragraph 
is entered. 

disclosed compc^sitions are made using a 
ivnd both have very high Mvj/Mn values (see 
McDaniel). Frojm this, the compositions would 
data is presented in 
1 the ratio etaO.I/etalOO is 
shbwn are high; i.e|., they are all above 30. It is 
of eta0.1/eta10C| are higher than SO. 
the \iq/\12 ratio defined in the present application 
an eta1/eta100 ratio, in other words, claim 1 
The relationship between eta1/eta1G0 and 

in the art. Thus, an eta1/eta100 
etaCI/etalOO r^tio of significantiy less than 30. 
defined in amended claim 1 and the 
I of Bergmeistei, it is clear that neither of the 
the invention an now claimed, 
is particularly cioncerned with the rheology of 
iag (see the disdussion at page 1 of the 
particularly important for the invention. Neither of 
this problem. McDaniel is mainly concerned 



of ordinary si<il 
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with improving the stress crack resistaijice of a pipe, wHich Id a very different problem. 

i ! 

Bergmeister Is concerned with improviihg the speed of l|he extrusion process which 
again a different problem. Moreover, Eiergnrteister pref(»rs an eta0.1/eta100 ratio higher 
than 60, which is leads directly away fifom the present hventlon. 

In light of the above, it is clear tliat the cited art does not give rise to a prima fade 
case of obviousness. Neither Bergmeister nor McDaniel addresses the problem solved 
by the present invention, and neither patent suggests tlie solution. As a result, a person 
of ordinary skill would not have been motivated to arriv(9 at the present Invention based 
on the cited art. Withdrawal of the obviousness rejections is accordingly respectfully 
requested. 

Favorable action is awaited. 



Respectfully 



submitted, 



By: 



LCM:lff 

901 North Glebe Road, 1 1th Roor 
Arlington. VA 22203-1808 
Telephone: (703) 816-4000 
Facsimile: (703)816-4100 



NIXON & VANDERHY&P.C. 




lard 
29,009 
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